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Sir: 

This communication is filed in response to the Notice of Allowance mailed June 20, 2006 
and sets forth Applicant's comments, pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1. 104(e), on the Examiner's 
Statement of Allowable Subject Matter accompanying the Office Action dated April 29, 2005. 
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In the Office Action, the Examiner indicates: 

Independent claims 1 and 1 1 recite the distinguishing features of: 

correlating an ID code of an integrated circuit with a substantially unique 
ID code of the substrate upon which the circuit is mounted, 

assembling the circuits in multiple lots, and 

associating assembly data with the substantially unique ID code. 

These limitations are not suggested by the prior art, and allow for the 
"processing of IC devices without regard to lots, and thus substantially eliminates 
the inefficiencies associated with the conventional lot-based tracking methods" 
and "provides a more reliable tracking method" as described at specification 
paragraph 0019. The most pertinent prior art Shills et al. (US 4,510,673 A - art of 
record) provides an IC circuit with a unique ID for tracking through production. 
However, Shills does not correlate the ID with a unique ID marked on mounting 
substrate, among other claimed features. Jernigan (US 5,642,307 A - new art) 
teaches a method of marking a device package by hand with a lot number, wafer 
number and die position (figure 2). However, Jernigan does not disclose a 
substantially unique ID, among other claimed features. 

Applicants concur with the reasons as stated by the Examiner insofar as they comprise a 
summary, which is exemplary and not limiting. However, the scope of the claims is based on the 
actual language of the claims and equivalents thereof, and not on a paraphrase or summary of the 
claim language. 

The Independent claims as allowed recite features and methodology in addition to, and in 
different language than, those described in the Statement of Allowable Subject Matter. 
Furthermore, the dependent claims recite elements in addition to those of the independent claims, 
which are also not reflected in the Statement of Allowable Subject Matter. Such additional 
elements, in combination with those of the independent claims from which each claim depends, 
provide additional reasons for patentability. Accordingly, the scope of the claims must be 
determined from the literal language of each as a whole, as well as all equivalents thereof. 

Therefore, to the extent that the Examiner's reasons for allowance as stated are not 
relevant to, or wholly encompassing of, a particular claim, independent or dependent, Applicants 
assume that (pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1.1 04(e)) the Examiner has determined that the record of 
the prosecution as a whole of the application makes clear the reasons for allowing those claims. 
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Further, it appears, pursuant to M.P.E.P. 1302.14, that the Examiner's Statements of Allowable 
Subject Matter are not intended to encompass all of the reasons for allowance. 
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